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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance in -v lew of ihc fbrcacdflg amendment and the following 
remarks are respecttuiiy requested. 

Rejection of Claims 1-4, 8-9, 13, 15, 18-19, 21-23 and 27-29 Under 35 IhS.C %j 103(a) 

The Or&e Action - ejects claims i -4, 8-9, 13. 15, 18-19, 21-23 and 27-29 under 35 
U.S.C. §i03(u) as being unpatentable over Komori el al. (U.S. Patent "No 7.050.974 > ("'Komori") 
in view of Besting et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6363.348) {"Besting et al"). Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection and submit that one of skill in the art would not have sufficient motivation 
or suggestion to combine these references. 

Previously, Applicants have submitted the pntnu facie ease of the language front the 
MPEP regarding establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. Applicants further note thai 
MPhP 2143.0; also requires that if the blending of the teachings would require modification of 
ihe fundamental principles of one or more of the references, then the ease of obviousness lor 
combining those references cannot stand. Applicants note that this group of chums is rejected 
based osr the combination of Komori et al. and Beshng et ah The Office Action appropriately 
concedes that Komori el al. tail to teach a controller that receives a stored user profile and 
updates a stored recognition model based on the profile. The Office Action then proceeds to 
assert that Beshng et ah recites a retrieving means that retrieves the basic recognition module 
item memory and retrieves the adaptation module and adapts the recognition module under 
control of the adaptation profile, citing columns 7 and The Office Action averts (hat Komori 
et ah and Besiing el ah are analogous art because they arc boil- from similar fields of endeavor 
regarding speech recognition. The Office Action simply then concludes that it would be obvious 
the a person of skill in the art to modify the teachings of Komori et al. with the adaptat ion 
storage module and retrieving means taught by Besting et al, in order to implement more 
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efficient speech recognition storage thai only requires storing one basic model of a given type 
and smaller adaptation profiles, citing Besling et aL columns 4 and 5. Applicant* respectfully 
' c -v. f -> , 4 A~- - . ivi s 1 + kn ^} ^ itopondeu e s if j\' eosxe >vt - o ! ! sK 
would not. have sufficient motivation or suggestion to combine these references. Furthermore, 
. \. , v > *. ^ \ cllex Ire e^v \ppl e i dk> «■ K r\P i t m . u vuaoe ^ 

apparent reason why one of skill in the art would combine these elements in the fashion claimed 
by Applicants and note that the Supreme Court has required that the Examiner make it explicit 
why one of skill in the art would have an apparent reason to combine such references. 
Applicants shall next point out why the actual teachings in each of these references would lead 
o"e v- ! -:s i u a t av\j\ tKVi v.i-un<mi! g dte teicrerets 

First we turn to komori et a.i. This reference focuses on a speech communication system 
that includes a speech input terminal and a speech recognition apparatus. The terminal and the 
apparatus communicate through a wired or wireless communication network. The speech input 
terminal receives input speech and creates environmental information for the speech recognition 
and communicates the speech and the environmental information to the speech recognition 
apparatus that executes speech recognition processing on a basis of environmental information. 
See Abstract. Figure 1 illustrates the speech recognition unit 203 and the speech recognition 
model holding unit 205. Applicants specifically note thai the fundamental principle taught in 
Komori et al. relates to a modification of the speech recognition model held in the speech 
recognition model holding unit 205. For example, step $408 as outlined in column 3, starting at 
line 2?. teach that the environmental adaptation unit 201 performs environmental adaptation with 
respect to a speech recognition model in the speech recognition model holding unit 205 on the 
basis of the environment information to update the speech recognition model into an 
environmental adaptation speech recognition model. Each model is then held by the speech 



recognition model holding unit 205. In column 3, starling at line 39, they teach that in the case 
of speaker adaptation, a method of creating a speaker adaptation model by using a speaker 
adaptation model and .speech recognition model can be used, if a speech or acoustic analysts 
result is sent instead of an environmental information model, the method involves converting the 
environmental mformalion into a model and further performing adaptation, on ihe main body 200 
side Alternatively,, the method of performing environmental adaptation involve a VKS speaker 
adaptation technique in which speaker infonnation according to this particular person speaking is 
received and the speech recognition model is adapted according to a speech adaptation process. 
See column 5. tines 25-35. In sum. Applicants respectfully submit that what is taught in Komori 
ct al. is clearly a process in which a single speech recognition model may be adapted based on 
noise, a microphone adaptation and/or a particular speaker adaptation. It is clear throughout the 
teachings of Komori ei al. that their primary focus is how to modify the single speech 
recognition model held in the holding unit 205. 

in contrast to the teachings of Komori ei ai. are the teachings of Beslmg et ai. In this 
reference, an object of their invention is to enable pattern recognition of a client's server 
configuration without undue training burden on a user. A further object is to enable pattern 
recognition in a client server configuration where the server is capable of simultaneously 
supporting recognition from many user stations. To achieve their object, their method is 
characterised in that the server comprises a plurality of different recognition models of the same 
type. See column 4. Imes 14-35. Their recognition enrollment step comprises selecting a 
recognition model from a plurality of different recognition models of the same type in 
dependence on a model improvement data associated with a user. They store an indication of the 
selected recognition model and associate it with user identifier and then when recognizing input 
the retrieve that recognition model associated with the identified user and transfer that to the 



service station arid incorporate the retrieved recognition model in (he model collection. Besling 
el ah, rather than modifying a single recognition model, expressly teach storing a number of 
recognition models of the same type, such as storing language models each targeted toward a 
different subject such as photography, gardening, cars, etc. 

The problem identified by Besling et al, and the terms by which it is characterized would 
direct one of skill in the art away from the teachings of Komori et at. For example columns 2-4 
and specifically column 3, lines 45 through column 4, line 1 1 of Besling et al., explain that 
typically user independent pattern recognition systems arc provided with user .independent, 
recognition models. In order to achieve an acceptable le vel of recognition, these particularly 
large vocabulary recognition systems are made user dependent by training the system for a 
specific user, in some cases, each lime a new user uses the system, that new user must be trained 
or the acoustic references of an acoustic model must be trained for the new user in order to 
provide sufjleient data to enable building a new set of acoustic references tor drat user. After 
each dictation session, the recognition unit and the server station retrieve the acoustic references 
associated with a dictated user and use these to recognize the dictation. Other recognition 
models, such as a lexicon, vocabulary, language model are also not trained for a specific user and 
accordingly, each additional user requires a lengthy training period in order for the system to be 
acceptable. They also note m column 4, thai the relatively large amount of acoustic references 
which need to be stored by the server station for each user makes the system less suitable for 
large numbers of users. They conclude by stating "using the system for dictating a test in a 
different field (Ivan aimed at by the language model and vocabulary could result in a degraded 
recognition result." In other words, they are teaching away from a single independent 
recognition module that is modified tor each additional user. Their invention, therefore is 
focused on providing a plurali ty of different, recognition models of the same type. Applicants 



c«M 'Cumber W «f*(\~5« Docket No.: 2000-0572 



V PC'" ^ ^. " \ t ,! s Kxiu 01. ajtotlM 'km I'vUi 'U J Af, i i\ -OS i 

v ait ^ o i j !_ o kt>ri»wtai it \\\K" 1'ius^no .Jntix [ 1 kop t u 

> ^t'n h p s.p L.no'xrAr .p ^ii.uvn <>n r i > e. f «. <Jm> i - ^ ^es 1 1 
. , \s < . v., ot r *. tarf . i oi^v^uMi^o" t s pu to M u ^ t .1 
-tx v \i. . o - <\>el a ns> nuJi^o k^'rune al ^ ^ st u\ vn ia 

' " v j! x f v L iiC° s take s h > ^v. ^ ! 4 _ spe k.>r u Ma? n» i.ku^\ *s> „ 

>o V t >-()t,v.*.p "o-t^i *on n.xVi \\ tab shea j >i 2^ \t,o J % l\ iol 

^ \ i m . ! use v ,o ere f Kv^ c\ u\l <t^> f v > jvj „o ' i pat . aou 
v o a iK 1 v' " s . . ^:\5kk s he<.uder.A ro r e ^vi i <ot ^no"'^ 

K'l P- r < s.iosLi - 1 vi ^ A «' p ! uv.0ss t>S v j si, ak iit|v.xi P 

ul . ') 10 J T \0 l s foi ti 1 sp Cv i ^ isu ill > u/Xi V> j s U .S i» ! 

, v > , v. , ,i<'t ,J,dK OJlPlO !kV|l t. .vli * "V^M v. 

appioa^ ^ 1 » >\af,Jo Ue t 5 a tat «i <>( Uk -peetr o. ^ tj <\ ^' 
« o c v or • >k i; t tr is b si cvf 1 dap* "u i k. m'tjiiv u>i <J Utu *1 - »dcp 
, ! eappo^ • w oo P^ !k 4 tit ct a lok'tiitip v'Ji" ipt., ilU . j f Cv _ j o 

i i 1«J vif, v, xV ^ * V .o\l if" oio o, bo h .">! K f xk "oin por \ ots- 1 k^rvt ^ 
( k i !s . v v . ^ < oiolvivJltJi'iO.uu 'au rii „ 1 1 ^ t te i ^ <U z .l> Jk 

t . ivl I I 1 O ^,050! '1 *L<- ! hv ; s In it" *t OS v ! i» ii 

,k.o v of .'Si. , ^L\dtwso lucrum % v oJr 1 \po f <- Mt -'^ - — s -ak-it 
L , « n \- . i" s I 1 - „i 2" )nJ ^" "° v p ' onta" ^ iit , u ..no > its 
allowance. 



6 



Appliean'on/Cmitro! Number: 09/966,259 DocksiNo.: 2000-0572 

Art Unit: 2626 

Rejection of Cla ims 5, 6 an d 25 Under 35 U.S.C $.1 03(a) 
The Office Action rejects claims 5. 6 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Komori et al. in view of Besling ex a), and further in view of Kanevsky et as. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6.442.519"! r Besling et al."). Applicant* respectfully traverse this rejection and 
submit that for the same reasons set forth above, one of skill in the art would not have sufficient 
motivation oi suggestion or reason to combine Besling et al, with Komori et al. Accordingly, 
Applicants submit that claims 5. 6 and 25 are patentable and in condition for allowance. 
Rejectio n of Claims " and 26 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 

on | Ju , t m t J indzv 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Komori et al. m view -of Besling et ai. and further in view of Hunt el al. {U.S. Patera No. 
6,094.476) ("Hum et alA). Applicants respectfully traverse ibis rejection and submit that for the 
seasons set forth above, that one of skill in the art would not have sufficient motivation or 
suggestion, as well as .lacking an apparent reason to combine Besling et ai. with KLomorl et al. 
Ace -Hingis v.'H-.c uu.n Mihmh that eucnns " and 2'- are patentable ana in e ndahn for 
allowance. 

Rg imion of Claims 10, 17 and 30-3.1 Under 35 U.S.C. $103fa) 

The Otlke Action rejects claims 10, 17 and 30-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Komori el al. in view of Besling et al. and farther in view of Heck et al. (U.S. 
Parent No. 5.950,15?) f 'Heck et al."}. Applicants traverse this rejection and submit that for the 
reasons set forth above, that the two primary references of Besling et ai. and Komori et al, should 
not be combined inasmuch as they expressly would express!}' teach one of skill in the art away 
from *>!„-a c <r.-. Hnat X.e-ifvlmdy. \prl -cants vuomn that (..atms 1 \ i ™ .ctd 5 il - ; ■ are 
patentable and in condition for allowance. 
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Rejection of Claims 11-12, 20 and 32 Under 35 U.S.C. §103fa) 

The Office Action, rejects claims ! i ■ 12, 20 and 32 under 3d U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over komori ei ai. in view ofBesiing et al. and further in view of Cilurzn et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,434.326) r'Cilurzo et al/'}. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection and 
submit that, one of skill in the art would not have sufficient motivation or suggestion, or apparent 
reason to combine Besiing et a), with komori et al. Accordingly, Applicants submit that claims 

Rejection of Claim 14 Vndgr3S IT.S.C. $103{a) 

The Office Action rejects claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
komori et al in view of Bering et. a), and further in view of Ranzino et ai. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,28 LSI 1) {' Ranzino et al/1 Applicants traverse this rejection and submit that one of skill in 
the art would not have sufficient motivation or suggestion, or an apparent reason to combine 
Besiing eta), with komori etal. Accordingly. Applicants submit that claim 14 is patentable and 
in eonamon lor auowanee. 

Rejection of Claim 16 Under 35 U .S.C. 9103(a) 

The Office Action rejects claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Komori et al. in view of Besling et al. and further in view of Byers et ai. (U.S. Patent No. 
6/219.643.; i '-'Byers et al **}. Applicants traverse this rejection and submit that one of skill in the 
art would not have sufficient motivation or suggestion, or an apparent reason to combine Besling 
et al. with komori et ai. Accordingly, Applicants submit thai claim 16 is patentable and in 
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Rejection of Claim 24 Under 35 li.S.C. § .103(a) 

1 he Office Action rejects claim 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable ever 
Komon el ai. m view of Beslfng et al. and further in view of Sonmez et a!. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,745,872) f "Soumez ct al."'). Applicants traverse this rejection and submit that one id' skill in 
the art would not have sufficient motivation or suggestion to combine the two primary references 
or Beshug ct al. with Komori etui. Accordingly, Applicants submit that claim 24 is patentable 
and in condition for allowance. 

Applicants do not concede that it would be obvious for one of skill in the art to combine 
the secondary references such as Kanevsky et al., Hun* et ah. Heck et al... Cilurzo et ah. Ranzino 
ct ah, Byers et ah and ■or Sanmez et ah with any of the two primary references. However. 
Applicants subrnii thai inasmuch as the two primary references expressly teach away from their 
combination as set forth above, that this provides sufficient analysis thai a person of ordinary 
skill in the an would not be motivated or not have an apparent reason to combine these 
references. As noted above, the Office Action merely assert? that Komon et ah and Besllng et 
ah are analogous arts because they are from a similar field of endeavor in speech recognition 

In fact. Applicants traverse the conclusion that Bc-si *u > *! v^m o * > is so . \ < 

et al. Column -h line 51 of Besling et al. teaches 

"Advantageously, also the amount of training daL w >u u« *o v ij p il ' •> i k. i < « 
can be substantially smaller than the known \o insk » n u „ I tuu 

amount i>f data to fully train a model or to ad* pt i die *■ m » i ^ r\ » k< os ^ u 
the inven.tiun. the amount of data needs only ?< \m v v i^-vLct s u*H *> o v jo 
from available models.'" 

Accordingly, not only do Applicants Oaves*. h No rt \ v «? d n n > er „* 

> i> 1 ,i „ a 'V. I ) c 1 ^K-^sav I oJ <.v. <. un> ' >i oJ A ada' \\ ^ 

articulated by the Examiner , the above quote ^oir Bevuu c - » * «kh ic^ s«-.«v « 
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^jkL- nomas ;\5rcrpk or lieu 'jach^u.s appu\xr- v adapuLor j spcoch rcuo^a'T 
sm-xsoK ,Wo;\h V; these scsc-J reigns. AppUcaiifs sahnjf tiuit r ;s c!e:r u\u esx of^fJ 
:n ? „c r' o >t . \l\ ;\>t ^,-mimic J hc^ ietef^ico-' sn tLc naiiutr outlined ir >Lc i S'^e -\ches* arc! 
i.vreibre the L'^int apphea;u>n is patentable and in conduion ibr allov. _$nee 
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conclusion 

1 lav ;-u :.i.jK'osca Ji x-:\cc\h>-M- and objections. Applicant* respectfully submit that the 
cubjevt application ;s in condition for allowance and a Notice to that effect is earnestly solicited. 
If nes-ew:?; . the Cornrmssj- 'iier for Paients is authorized to charge or credit the Law Office of 
'1 homa« M. i>aa^*n, LLC, Account No, 50-2960 for any ddideAc™ 

Respectful I y subrai vied, 

:-""""} 

>a?o: May 7, 200? B> v 
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